THE GEORGE WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY 
Washington, D. C. 


MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING 
OF THE FACULTY SENATE HELD ON 
OCTOBER 11, 1985, IN LISNER HALL 
Room 6 08 


The meeting was called to order by President Elliott 
at 2:10 p.m. 


Present; 


4 


I 


President Elliott, Vice President French, 
Registrar Grimm, Parliamentarian Schechter , 
Altshuler, Birnbaum, Castleberry, Cheh,|(P^ 
Claeyssens, East, Eldridge, Griffith, Hill^ 
Kenney, Levy, Loeser, Pierpont, Rashid, 

D. Robinson, L. Robinson, Rycroft, Schiff, 
Smith, Solomon, Tolchin, Wallace, Yezer, and 
Ziolkowski 


Absent: 


Barron, Oalta , Fox, Greene, Kelly, 
Liebowitz, Lovett, Parrish, Schiller and 
Singpurwalla 


The minutes of the regular meeting of September 20, 
1985, were approved as distributed. 

On behalf of the Executive Committee, Professor 
Griffith moved the adoption of Resolution 85/5, "A Reso- 
lution to Extend the Special Committee on Senate Self- 
Study (Governance)," and the motion was secondec^ Pro- 
fessor Griffith briefly explained that this resc5iution 
was placed on the agenda at the suggestion of the Self- 
Study Committee for the purpose of providing the Commit- 
tee with additional time to solicit and review responses 
to its Preliminary Report distributed with the agenda 
for today's meeting. 

Professor Hill, Chair, Senate Self-Study Committee, 
said that the Committee was willing to continue in its 
present role in order to review reactions to the recom- 
mendations contained in the Preliminary Report, as well 
as to continue interviews regarding some of its more 
specific proposals. He noted that there were at least 
five or six items that the Committee was unable to in- 
clude in the Preliminary Report because of the pressure 
of time, but which would probably be included in its 
Final Report, together with formal resolutions. 
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3 Professor Griffith said that he wished at this 

time to express his personal thanks and the thanks of 
the Executive Committee for the very hard work the 
Self-Study Committee put into its Preliminary 
port. He said that the Committee did an extraordi- 
narily thorough job of trying to sound out sentiment 
about the way in which faculty governance operates^ 
within the University, and particularly the Senate s 
role in that regard. 

Professor Pierpont said that he felt compelled to 
point out his disagreement with the view expressed in 
the Preliminary Report regarding the representation of 
the Medical Center in the Faculty Senate as being one 
of "token" membership. In light of what was going 
health care these days and the pressures being exerted 
against medical faculty, particularly clinical faculty, 
he thought it extremely important that Medical Cen- 
ter faculty representation in the Faculty Senate be 
firmly preserved, so as not to lose its "faculty con- 
cept. " 

The question was called, and Resolution 85/5 was 
unanimously adopted. (Resolution 85/5 is attached; the 
Preliminary Report was received as distributed with the 
Agenda. ) 

4 Under Introduction of Resolutions, Professor Hill, 

Chair, Professional Ethics and Academic Freedom Commit- 
tee, made the following statement: 


The Professional Ethics and Academic 
Freedom Committee does not see fit at this time 
to offer a resolution reaffirming academic free- 
dom in the face of possible threats from an off-cam- 
pus political organization whose avowed intent is 
to monitor classroom presentations for their 
political bias. The Professional Ethics and 
Academic Freedom Committee does , however , urge 
faculty who may come under pressures to 
alter their classroom presentations in ways 
infringing on their academic freedom, to report 
such pressures to the Senate Executive Committee. 

Professor Levy pointed out that there seemed to be 
some question about regulations and privileges per- 
taining to "outside" people coming into classes, and he 
thought some guidance ought to be given to faculty so 
they would know how to conduct themselves in this event. 
Professor Hill responded that it was his understanding 
that these people may indeed be regular or auditing stu- 
dents; however, he said the committee thought that it 
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4 would be a mistake to come forward with a resolution at 
this time that might have a "chilling" effect on what 
ought to be the "intellectual combat" that should take 
place in the classroom. 

Professor Griffith then moved a suspension of the 
rules in order to introduce a resolution to nominate a 
Special Committee on the Report of the Commission for 
the Year 2000 for Senate action today. Copies of the 
resolution were distributed to the Senate. He explained 
that this resolution was not included on the agenda be- 
cause the Executive Committee had not concluded its work 
on this matter until after the agenda was put in the 
mail. The President asked if there was any objection to 
suspending the rules in order to take up this resolu- 
tion. No objections were made, and the President asked 
Professor Griffith to proceed. 

On behalf of the Executive Committee, Professor 
Griffith moved the adoption of Resolution 85/6, "A Reso- 
lution to Establish a Special Committee on Report of the 
Commission for the Year 2000," and the motion was 
seconded. Professor Griffith apologized for the Execu- 
tive Committee's inability to have this resolution on 
the printed agenda for today's meeting. He said that 
the proposed Special Committee was part of the following 
three-pronged response that the Executive Committee was 
proposing to the Senate with respect to structuring a 
faculty response to the Report of the Commission for the 
Year 2000: 

1. Nomination of two Senate members 
for appointment by the President to 
the Advisory Committee on Implementa- 
tion of the Report of the Commission 
for the Year 2000 ; 

2. Review by Senate Standing Committees of 
specific recommendations contained in 
Commission's Report; and 

3 . Establishment of Senate Special Committee 
on Report of Commission for the Year 2000 
(Resolution 85/6). 

1. The Senate has been asked by Associate Provost 
Phelps to nominate two faculty members to the 
Advisory Committee on Implementation of the 
Report of the Commission for the Year 2000. The 
Advisory Committee will act as an interim body 
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4 before a formal planning structure is 

established; however, the following steps need 
to be taken now: (a) to begin establishing 

linkages among academic, budget, facilities de- 
velopment, and student services planning; (b) to 
begin developing standard data to be used in 
planning formats, procedures, etc., and (c) to 
determine which recommendations need further 
study at this time and by whom — this will be 
the task of the Advisory Committee. Vice Presi- 
dent French has advised the Senate that a study 
already has begun on the proposed reorganization 
of the School of Public and International 
Affairs. The Executive Committee proposes as 
the two Senate nominees to serve on the Advisory 
Committee Professor Lilien F. Robinson, Chair, 
Educational and Admissions Policy Committee, and 
and Professor Sherwin Greene, Executive Commit- 
tee . 

2. The Executive Committee has requested that 
Senate Standing Committees look at specific 
recommendations and aspirations in the context 
of the whole Report of the Commission for the 
Year 2000; the Senate committees have been asked 
to report back to the Senate with any recommen- 
dations at the January 17, 1986, meeting. (The 
list of Assignment of Recommendations and Dis- 
tinctive Aspirations is attached. ) 

3. The Executive Committee recommends the es- 

tablishment of a Senate Special Committee on Re- 
port of the Commission for the Year 2000 by 
Resolution 85/6; the Special Committee's task 
is: (a) to study the Commission's Report as a 

whole, looking for omissions, gaps, and possible 
requirements for new structures or procedures; 
and (b) to serve as focal point for responses 
from school faculties responding individually or 
collectively and to process this information for 
Senate use. If Resolution 85/6 is approved, the 
Executive Committee will propose the nomination 
of eight Senate members, representing each 

each school, for election to the Special 
Committee, as follows: Professor Mary M. Cheh, 

Chair (Law), Associate Professor Michael S. 
Castleberry (SEHD), Professor Edward Della 
Torre (SEAS), Professor Sherwin Greene (SGBA), 
Professor Joseph B. Levy (GSAS), Professor Alvin 
E. Parrish (Medical), Associate Professor Robert 
W. Rycroft (SPIA) and Professor Ruth A. Wallace 
(Columbian College). 
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4 Professor Griffith said that if the Senate approves the 
recommendations of the Executive Committee as outlined, 
then the Senate, at its January 17th meeting, should be 
able to take up the Commission's Report in an orderly 
way based on collected responses from informed studies. 
The Senate could then debate and decide any resolutions 
put before it and generally be up-to-date on the plan- 
ning process, with a view to where the faculty can best 
play a constructive role of advising and, hopefully, 
consenting. 

Professor David Robinson expressed his concern 
that the January 17th date was unrealistic in terms of 
asking for Senate response to the Commission Report. 
Given the length of the Report itself, and given the 
Christmas recess and examinations, he said effectively 
that meant the Senate would have to respond by early 
December. In response. Professor Griffith said that 
the Executive Committee thought the Senate ought to have 
the opportunity to respond as early as possible and if , 
in January, it has discovered some areas where further 
study is required, then action could be delayed on those 
areas. In the meantime, if the Senate desires to 
strongly endorse or reject certain recommendations, the 
Executive Committee thought it important that the Senate 
move fairly rapidly, so as not to let the process get 
away from it. Professor Tolchin said she did not think 
the January 17th date was unrealistic because this was 
not the first time that people have had an opportunity 
to respond to the Report. She pointed out that each 
draft of the Commission Report was sent out to the 
Faculty Senate and to the various groups and schools 
comprising constituencies. 

The question was called, and Resolution 85/6 was 
adopted. (Resolution 85/6 is attached.) 

5 (a) On behalf of the Executive Committee, Professor 

Griffith moved the nomination of Professor Lilien F . 
Robinson, Chair, Educational and Admissions Policy 
Committee, and Professor Sherwin Greene, Executive Com- 
mittee, for appointment by the President to the Advisory 
Committee for Implementation of the Report of the Com- 
mission for the Year 2000. No nominations were made 
from the floor, and Professors Robinson and Greene were 
unanimously elected. 
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5 Professor Griffith then asked for a suspension of 

the rules in order to place in nomination the proposed 
membership of the Special Committee on the Report of ^ 

the Commission for the Year 2000, established by Reso- 
lution 85/6, just adopted by the Senate under Item 
No. 4. No objection was made. Professor Griffith, on 
behalf of the Executive Committee, then moved the nomi- 
nation of the following Senate members for election to 
the Special Committee: 

(1) Professor Mary M. Cheh, Chair (Law) 

(2) Assoc. Prof. Michael S. Castleberry (SEHD) 

(3) Professor Edward Della Torre (Engineering) 

(4) Professor Sherwin Greene (SGBA) 

(5) Professor Joseph B. Levy (GSAS) 

(6) Professor Alvin E. Parrish (Medical) 

(7) Assoc. Prof. Robert W. Rycroft (SPIA) 

(8) Professor Ruth A. Wallace (Columbian College) 

There were no nominations from the floor, and the entire 
slate was unanimously elected. 

Professor Hill, Chair, Professional Ethics and Aca- 
demic Freedom Committee, moved the nomination of Assis- 
tant Professor Charles C. Shepherd, Jr. (SGBA) for elec- 
tion to the Professional Ethics and Academic Freedom 
Committee, as a replacement for Professor Robert Park, 
who resigned. Professor Wallace, Chair, University and 
Urban Affairs, moved the nomination of Associate Pro- ^ 

fessor Amy Jo Mazur (Education) for election to the 
University and Urban Affairs Committee, as a replace- 
ment for Associate Professor Everlena Holmes, who left 
the University. No other nominations were made, and 
the nominees were elected unanimously. 

5 (b) On behalf of the Executive Committee, Professor 

Griffith reported on the following matters: (1) an 

Oversight Committee of the Board of Trustees has been 
established to consider the AMI proposal to lease the 
hospital; this Committee was charged with establishing 
the University's "initial negotiating position," but is 
not authorized to take any final actions to commit the 
University without full Board approval; (2) the adminis- 
tration formally accepted Resolution 84/17, with res- 
pect to non-tenure-accruing faculty positions, effective 
January, 1986; (3) the last of four nonconcurrences 
brought before the Executive Committee has been resolved 
without further action being necessary; and (4) the Re- 
ports of the Hearing Committee and Appeals Panel in 
the grievance of Dr. Bruce E. Committe have been 
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5 accepted by the Board of Trustees. Professor Griffith 
then extended the apologies of Professor Greene for his 
absence today as he was out of the country. 

Pj^ofessor Lilien F. Robinson, Chair, Educational and 
Admissions Policy Committee, reported that the Committee 
had concluded its study of the proposal for introducing 
Latin honor designations for qualified graduating se- 
niors. This study was conducted at the request of the 
Executive Committee. She pointed out that the Council 
of Deans and the schools which award undergraduate de- 
grees had also been asked to review and respond to this 
proposal. After reviewing the responses, she said the 
Committee unanimously recommended to Vice President 
French that the following Latin honor designations be 
approved for inclusion in the University Bulletin: 

(QPI) 

Cum laude 3.4 to 3.59 

Magna cum laude 3.6 to 3.79 

Summa cum laude 3 . 8 and above 

With reference to Professor Robinson's report. 
Professor Griffith said that if anyone had any objec- 
tions to the Committee's advising the administration 
on a matter without first bringing it to the Senate, it 
could be brought to the floor for Senate action. How- 
ever, he said the proposal did not appear to be contro- 
versial and it did not seem appropriate to delay the 
matter for formal Senate action. He noted that there 
was ample precedent for proceeding in this manner. 

6 Under Brief Statements, Professor Griffith reminded 

members of Parents' Day, October 12th. He also invited 
the Senate's attention to the University's celebration 
of "Hispanic Heritage Week" to be held next week. 

Professor Yezer commented that in spite of Profes- 
sor Griffith's lucid explanation of the various commit- 
tees established to work on the Commission Report, he 
wondered if it might be possible to include in the 
minutes some further explanation of the differences 
between these committees. 

Professor Tolchin said that she noted in The 
Hatchet that Dr. Elliott was serving his 20th year as 
President of the University. She then moved on behalf 
of the Senate its official congratulations, and the 
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6 inotion was seconded. Dr. Elliott thanked the Senate 
members , remarking that it was a "matter of survival 

7 Upon motion made and seconded, the President 
adjourned the meeting at 2:45 p.m. 



Secretary 



A RESOLUTION TO EXTEND THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON SENATE 
SELF-STUDY (GOVERNANCE) (85/5) 

WHEREAS , The Special Committee has requested an additional 

period of time to solicit responses to its Prelimi- 
nary Report and to prepare formal resolutions; 

NOW, THEREFORE 


BE IT RESOLVED BY THE FACULTY SENATE OF THE GEORGE WASHING- 
TON UNIVERSITY 

That the Special Committee on Senate Self-Study 
(Governance) established by Senate Resolution 84/9 
to report its findings by October, 1985, be con- 
tinued to the end of the 1985-86 Senate Session 
(April, 1986). 


Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate 
September 30, 1985 


Adopted October 11, 1985 


A RESOLUTION TO ESTABLISH A SPECIAL COMMITTEE 
ON REPORT OF COMMISSION FOR THE YEAR 2000 (85/6) 


WHEREAS, the several standing committees of the Senate have 
been asked to examine the various recommendations 
of the Report of the Commission for the Year 2000, 
but a need will still exist to examine the Report 
as a whole and to inform the Senate of the response 
of the faculties of the College and the various 
schools; NOW, THEREFORE 


BE IT RESOLVED BY THE FACULTY SENATE OF THE GEORGE WASHINGTON 
UNIVERSITY 

That a Special Committee be elected from the mem- 
ship of the Faculty Senate, to be charged as 
follows : 

(1 ) To study and evaluate the Report in its 
entirety, examining the recommendations as 
a whole and considering whether other 
recommendations are needed, and whether 
particular structures or procedures should 
be considered to ensure faculty involvement 
in further developing or implementing the 
Report ; and 

(2) To serve as a vehicle for soliciting informed 
faculty response from each school; and 

(3) To report on these matters to the Faculty 
Senate at its meeting of January 17, 1985, 
incorporating in its report to the extent 
practicable the responses generated from 
the faculties of the several schools. 


Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate 
October 1, 1985 


Adopted October 11, 1985 



ASSIGNMENT OF RECOMMENDATIONS AND DISTINCTIVE ASPIRATIONS 
•(COMMISSION FOR THE YEAR 2000) 

Reconunendation Nos . ~ Senate Standing Conroittees ; 


(1) 

Research; Educational and Admissions Policy 
Physical Facilities 

and 

(2) 

Educational and Admissions Policy 


(3) 

Educational and Admissions Policy 


(4) 

Educational and Admissions Policy and University and 
Urban Affairs 

(5) 

Libraries 


(6) 

University and Urban Affairs 


(7) 

Appointment, Salary and Promotion Policies 
University Development and Resources 

and 

(8) 

Appointment, Salary and Promotion Policies 


(9) 

Student Financial Aid, University and Urban 
and University Development and Resources 

Affairs , 

(10) 

Joint Committee of Faculty and Students, Athletics, and 
Honors and Academic Convocations 


(11) Research, Physical Facilities and University 
Development and Resources 

(12) Fiscal Planning and Budgeting 

Distinctive Aspirations Nos. - Senate Standing Committees 

(1) Educational and Admissions Policy 

(2) Educational and Admissions Policy and University De- 
velopment and Resources 

( 3 ) Research and Educational and Admissions Policy 

(4) Research and University Development and Resources 

(5) Research, Educational and Admissions Policy and Ad- 
ministrative Matters as They Affect the Faculty 

(6) Administrative Matters as They Affect the Faculty 
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LIST OF MAJOR RECOMMENDATIONS ( Cont ' d ) 

(COMMISSION FOR THE YEAR 2000): 

(8) RECOMMENDATION: The University should continue to build 
f aculty morale and take new steps to foster a sense of 
academic community, (p .25); BUILDING A UNIVERSITY OF 
QUALITY: Faculty Deyelopment. 

( 9 ) RECOMMENDATION : The Uniyersity should proyide more 
financial assistance in the form of loans and scholarships. 
To help support expanded programs, student financial aid 
should receiye high priority in fund-raising, (p. 26); 
BUILDING A UNIVERSITY OF QUALITY: Student Financial Aid and 
Recruitment. 

(10) RECOMMENDATION: The Uniyersity should continue to wor]< 
with student groups to proyide a program of all-Uniyersity _ 
actjyities that promote the deyelopment of a campus com- 
munity. (p.27); BUILDING A UNIVERSITY OF QUALITY: Student 
Life . 

(11) RECOMMENDATION: At the earliest possible time, the 
Uniyersity should proyide modern laboratories for teaching 
in the natural sciences and engineering, and additional 
facilities to support research and teaching in these areas. 
(p. 28 ) .BUILDING A UNIVERSITY OF QUALITY: Facilities. 

(12) RECOMMENDATION: The Uniyersity should deyelop a 
coordinated planning process to support its efforts for 
significantly greater academic quality and distinction. 

(p. 31); BUILDING A UNIVERSITY OF QUALITY: Uniyersity 

Planning. 


RECOMMENDATIONS ( Cont ' d ) 

(Commission for the Year 2000) 

Distinctive Aspirations 

(1) RECOMMENDATION: George Washington University should 

(j^ 0 -\/ 0 2 .op an international emphasis in all sch ools end 

colleges. (P.35) ; DISTINCTIVE ASPIRATIONS: International 
Programs . 

(2) RECOMMENDATION: The University should develop the 

present School of Public and International Affairs to serve 

as the cornerstone for the University's di verse programs in 

international affairs. (P.36) ; DISTINCTIVE ASPIRATIONS: 
School of International Affairs. 

(3) RECOMMENDATION: The University should initiate steps ^ 

that will result in the strenghtening of its research 
capability in the area of government. The Univ ^sity should 
also make a major effort to offer students i n every school 
and college a unigue opportunity to relate their s tudies to 
the processes of modern government, (p. 40) ; DISTINCTIVE 
ASPIRATIONS: The Study of Government. 


(4) RECOMMENDATION: The University should develop a Center 

for the Study of Public Policy to aid in developing new 
research programs, particularly those which e mphasize 
mult idisciplinary activities, and to f acilitate and 
strengthen current faculty research, (p.42) ; DIST^TCTIVE 
ASPIRATIONS: A Center for the Study of Public Policy. 


(5) RECOMMENDATION: Technology must play a greate r role 

in all the University's educational programs, research 
activities, and administrative operations , (p.45); 
DISTINCTIVE ASPIRATIONS: Technology. 


( 6 ) RECOMMENDATION: The University should rationalize 

and substantially expand its use of compute r systems — f o£ 
educational and administrative purposes, (p. 48 j_ ; 
DISTINCTIVE ASPIRATIONS: The Use of Computers. 


Faculty Senate Office 
10/85 


The George Washington University 


INDEX OF FACULTY SENATE RESOLUTIONS+ 

A. A. degree, optional in Columbian College (61/ April 14)* 
Academic personnel and SEAS evaluation (66/14)* 

Academic plan (65/1)* 

Administrative officials, review of (73/8)**; Executive 
Committee's consultative role in appointment of (83/3)* 
Admissions procedures, 

international students (83/1)* 

Alumni, office of (77/1)** 

Appreciation, resolution of 
Brewer, John W. (69/18)* 

Bright, Harold F. (84/7)* 

Brosnan, Mrs. Ruth (67/2)* 

Brown, Jr., John A. (66/5)* 

Claeyssens, Astere E. (75/4)* 

Cohn, Victor H. (85/4)* 

Colclough, Oswald S. (64/May 8)* (65/Oct)* 

Cronin, Robert E. (69/19)* 

Elliott, Lloyd H. (72/11)* (75/6)* 

Paris, Robert K. (80/9)* 

Geiman family (80/20)* 

Hill, Peter P. (81/15)* 

Houser, Frederick R. (74/8)* 

Kramer, Norman C. (85/3)* 

Kraus, Wolfgang H. (65/May)* 

Martha's Marathon, planners of (65/15)* 

McIntyre, Margaret (82/1)* 

Morgan, Jr., John A. (77/13)* (83/10)* 

Naeser, Charles R. (66/24)* (76/4)* 

Park, Robert E. (66/23)* 

Pierpont, Howard C. (71/37)* 

Professional Ethics and Academic Freedom Committee i75/9)* 
Stevens, Edwin L. (66/6)* (74/14)* 

Tupper, Fred Salisbury (63/Dec)* 

Wood, Reuben (65/10)* (71/31)* (80/4)* 

Athletic Club, establishment of ( 71/35 )t 
Athletics, SEE also Committees, 

AIAW, Governance of Championships in 
Women's Athletics (80/8)* 

in support of the Development of Stronger Programs in 
Women's and Men's Intercollegiate Athletics (84/15)- 
NCAA rule on manifest disobedience (68/17) ret 
and withdrawal from Southern, conference (68/16)* 


4-Key: *adopted 

** adopted, as amended 
-defeated 
t tabled 
w withdrawn 
d deferred 


s substitute resolution 
p postponed 
rec recommitted 
ret returned to committee 
rfd referred 


Audit program for Foggy Bottom residents (78/5)** 

Awards, undergraduate education (69/14)t, (79/9)* 

(81/13)* (81/16)* 

Benefits, 

income and past service for retired faculty (65/13)* 
tuition, for faculty children (69/13)** (80/19 revision)* 
Bicentennial celebration, planning of (74/4)* 

Bookstore, university and improvement of service (71/4)* 
Butler, United States vs. (72/9)** 

Calendar, academic, SEE University calendar 
Chaplains, Board of (67/1)* 

Columbian College, SEE Schools and Colleges 
Commencement (65/17)- (68/7)t (69/4)* 

student participation in selection of speakers (81/1)** 
guidelines for planning (81/10)** 

Commendation, resolutions of 

Administration, for improvement of 
physical facilities (66/May)* 
basketball team, GWU (76/1)* 

College of General Studies (65/16)* 
debate team, GWU (66/4)* (76/2)* 

Elliott, Lloyd H. (75/6)* 
soccer team, GWU (77/10)* 
volleyball team GWU women's (77/9)* 

Commission on equal opportunity employment (72/8)** 
Commission on governance of GWU (71/6 - 71/19)* (71/10)t? 

and faculty consultation (70/3)** 

Committees, 

Admissions and Advanced Standing, discontinued (83/2)* 
Alumni Affairs (Provisional-3 yrs.), 

establishment of (81/6)rec (81/6)s* (expired 12/84) 

Appointment, Salary and Promotion Policies (65 /Feb 12)*; 
transfer of Faculty, Performance and Development 
Committee (70/15)* 

Athletics, AIAW (80/8)*, and NCAA rule on institutional 
aid (69/1)*; student membership (66/12)**; and 
in support of the Development of Stronger Programs in 
Women's and Men's Intercollegiate Athletics (84/15)- 
Educational Policy, academic interaction (66/16)*; 
change of name (83/2)* 

Executive Committee, chairman and change of title from 
executive officer (71/Dec 18)*; to replace Executive 
Committee chairman or members when necessary (79/6)**; 
consultative role in the appointment of administrative 
officials (83/3)* 

Faculty Performance and Development, 
abolishment of (70/15)* 

Fiscal Planning and Budgeting, establishment of 
Grievance, and need of extra members (78/7)**, 
beginning date of term of service (81/9)* 

Hearing, and reports: Bielski, Lee S. (76/9)*; 

DePauw, Linda G. (75/7)- (75/8)* (75/10)* 


(74/D* 


3 . 


Committees (cont'd) 

Joint Committee of Faculty and Students (67/10)** 

(69/6)** (69/16)** (70/11)* (72/1)* (73/3)* (74/3)* 

(75/2)* 

Library Committee, change of name to Libraries Committee 
(85/2)* 

Physical Facilities: 

campus planning (73/2)* (74/10)* 

faculty participation (68/6)* 

historic Presidents' House on Campus, designation of 
(84/18)s* 

new buildings (66/1)* (68/14)* (71/3)* (71/32)* 

Professional Ethics and Academic Freedom, SEAS evaluation 
report (66/14)*; resolution of appreciation (75/9)* 
Public Ceremonies, creation of a University Committee on 
(84/11)*; change of name to Honors and Academic 
Convocations (85/1)* 

Scholarship, and change of name (72/3)* 

Senate, (SEE individual committee concerned and also 
Senate, Faculty) 

Special, committee-of-one to propose changes in Grievance 
Procedures (81/8)* 

Special, relating to non-tenure-accruing faculty members 
(82/3)** 

Special, relating to the Vice President for Medical 
Affairs (74/13)** 

Special, to conduct a Self-Study (84/9)** 

Special Senate, appointment of (67/12)* 

Standing: 

eligibility and membership (66/2)* 

President Elliott's proposal (65/9)* 
to continue (69/21)** 

to encourage continuity in committee membership (80/2)* 
to meet at least once early during each Senate Session 
(80/3)* 

Steering, and all-university assembly (73/10)- 
University Committee on Public Ceremonies, creation of 
(84/11)* 

University Objectives (66/17)p (69/3)rec (75/1)* 

(76/7)** discontinuation of (81/5)* 

University Resources, establishment of (65/Dec 10)*; and 
change of name (72/7)** 

University and Urban Affairs (68/1)** 

Conflict of interest on Senate Committees (78/6)* 
Consortium, faculty membership on (68/13)* 

Convocation, discontinuation of fall (61/Dec 18)*; mid-year 
program embellishments (84/1)*; establishment of an 
annual Honors Convocation (84/10)** 

Council, establishment of for each school, college, and 
university department (65/Nov 12)**; membership on 
(65/2)* 


4 . 


to 


** 


Course offerings, 
majors (65/20)* 
supernumerary (74/7)* 

Credit, academic, 

through CLEP and AP exams (70/14)** 
for previously audited courses (78/3)- 
Curriculum, 

departmental studies of (69/5)rfd 
requirements and supporting activities (69/8) 

Degree, honorary (66/13A)*; and committee relating 
(66/13)w 

Discipline, . ^ . 

of students, (SEE Student, discipline) 
of tenured faculty members (78/2)rfd 
of University members (68/10)* 

Dishonesty, University policy on academic 
(77/3)** (80/7)rec; to amend University 

Academic Dishonesty ( 84/14 )d 
Discrimination, sex (71/21)** 

Dress Code (65/21)** 

Employment, commission on equal opportunity 
(SEE Faculty, equal opportunity) 

Environinental/ Ecological program, university (69/17) 
Evaluation, student-faculty (77/8)** (81/14)** 

Examination file, establishment of (80/12)* 

Examinations, . 

concerning period between end of classes and beginning or 

(65/19)* (78/8)* ... 1 

scheduling of during election (72/6)*; during inaugural 

event (68/9)* 

Faculty, 

annual report, modify format of (81/2)* 
appointments (84/16)**; tenure and non-tenure-accruing 
appointments (84/17)** 

bibliography of faculty publications <82/6)** 
consultation of, in University governance (70/3)** 
development of and departmental effectiveness of 


(67/5)* (74/9: 

Policy on 


(72/8)** 


(77 /5)S/ rec 

emeriti, social occasion for honoring (80/5)* 
equal opportunity (81/3)** 
faculty publications (82/7)** 

involvement in budgetary process (74/11)** (74/12) 
nontenure, appointment of (77/11)*, (84/17)**, titles, 

(78/9)** renewability , (79/3)p; (80/21)-; limitation on 

(80/1)**; special committee on (82/3)**; eligibility 
for sabbatical leave (84/2)* 


part-time faculty (82/8)- 
performance standards (71/33)* 
productivity of (77/5) rec 
promotion (66/19)* (70/10)* (76/6)rec 

real merit increases in salaries of deserving faculty, 
recommending (80/13)* 

restrictions on number of regular faculty positions 
(77/6)** 
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Faculty ( cent ' d ) 


(65/Feb 

Faculty 


12 )* 

Guidelines 


1982-83, modification 


service, active (67/9)ret (69/12)** 


salary scales 
salary. Senior 
of (81/7)* 
status, limited 

tenure, criteria for (70/10)** (81/4)rfd (81/ll)rfd 

(82/9)s** and promotion (76/6)rec; allocation of 
(80/22)**; tenure-accruing appointments (84/17)** 

(SEE also Tenured Faculty) 

twenty-five years' service, social occasion for honoring 
(80/5)* 

Faculty Code and Ordinances (64/April 2) (65/14)* 

(67/9)ret (67/13)** (68/3)- (68/13)* 

( 73/7 ) **reconsidered**5/7/76 , Grievance 
Procedures (78/7)* (79/4)** criteria for tenure 

(81/4)rfd (81/ll)rfd (82/9)s** allocation of tenure- 
accruing positions (80/22)*; academic evaluation of 
students (81/14)**; eligibility for sabbatical leave 
(non-tenure) (84/2)*; gradual retirement (84/3)** 
(84/12)**; amendment to Article X. (84/4)**; amendment 
to Procedures for Implementation of Article X. (84/5)p, 
amendment to Procedures for Implementation of Faculty 
Code, Paragraph F (84/6)p; amendment with respect to 
appointments (84/16)** 

Faculty Organization Plan, 

abolish procedure for four years' review (79/7)** 
amendment to conform to constitutional change in the 
School of Medicine and Health Sciences (80/16)* 
clarification procedures and vote requirements to consider 
matters not on the agenda (80/6)* 
dispense with reading of minutes (83/5)* 
permit cancellation of regular meetings (83/6)* 
re-establish May 1 as beginning/ ending date of Senate 
Sessions and of terms of Senate Members (80/14)* 

Senate committee membership and eligibility (65/May)* 
(65/ll)rec (66/8)* (66/21)* 

standing committees of the Faculty Senate (66/2) 

(69/21)** (80/2)* (80/3)* (81/5)* (81/6)* 

Fine Arts, establishment of school of (68/18) ret 
Forum, GW 

establishment of (68/15)* 
to continue publication of 
(78/D* (82/5)* 

Grades , 

change meaning of "Z" grade (83/9)* 
change the CR/NCR Grading Symbol (79/5)* 

standardize the disposition of "Incomplete" grade (83/8)- 
submission of ( 69/15 )t 
symbols for (78/4)** 


(71/1)* (73/6)** (75/3)* 



Grievance, Procedure 

for faculty (78/7)** (79/4)**to propose changes (81/8)* 

term of service (81/9)*; amendment to Article X, Faculty 
Code (84/4)**; amendment to Procedures for Implementation 
of Article X, Faculty Code (84/5)**; amendment to 
Procedures for Implementation of Faculty Code, Paragraph F 
(84/6)* 

for students (76/5)** (77/7)** 

Grievance Committee, faculty, and need of extra members 
(78/7)**, establisliment of May 1 as beginning date of 
service (81/9)* 

Guidelines, for planning Commencement Exercises (81/10) 
Guidelines, Senior Faculty Salary (81/7)* 

Health care benefits (73/1)** (73/9)** (74/5)* 

Holidays, 

religious (71/36)* (72/10)** 

other (70/12)**; Martin Luther King, Jr. (83/4)* 

Judicial system, 

modification of and student nonacademic and academic 
discipline, (SEE Student, discipline) 
residence board, establishment of (71/23 - 71/29 )*with 
minor acceptable changes 
university representative to (70/8)* 

Junior college, abandonment of (61/April 14)* 

Library, 

acquisitions committee (66/22)** 

bibliographer (65/7)** 

budget (65/8)* 

construction of (65/5)* 

fiscal support of ( 66/22 )**( 71/20 ) ** 

planner, appointment of (65/6)* 

public use of (77/4)* 

Memorium, resolution of 

Elizabeth Byrne Adams (83 /Sept 16)* 

Thomas Henry Carroll (64/Oct 9)* 

Alton H. Desmond (77 /May 6)* 

Mrs. Newell Windom Ellison (61/Feb 17)* 

Leon Gintzig (84/March 9)* 

Wood Gray (77 /Sept. 9)* 

Wolfgang H. Kraus (77/May 6)* 

Joseph Henry Krupa (64/Nov 13)* 

Walton Edward Smith (81 /Sept 18)* 

Carol R. St. Cyr (77/April 8)* 

Fred Salisbury Tupper (63/Dec 13)* 

Charles Samuel Wise (67/8)* 

Reuben Esselstyn Wood (80/April ID* 

New Yor)c Times Selective Guide to Colleges , Senate 
response (81/12)* 

Nontenure, (SEE Faculty, nontenure) 

Ombudsman, establishment of office of (73/5)** 

Physical education-activities building (71/34)** 

Political campaign, guidelines for on behalf of candidates 
for public office (70/2)** 

Presidents' House, Historic, designation of ( 84/18 )s 
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Protest on campus (67/4)* 

Recruiting, student (67/3)* ^ 

Red Lion Row, support of current plans by the University for 
development of (80/15)* as revised 
Registration and ancillary problems (60/10)* 

Reichard matter (63 /Feb 8)* 

Residence Board, judicial (71/23 ~ 71/29 )*with minor 
acceptable changes 

Residence Hall Court, resolution to approve charter of 


(75/5)* ^ . 

Resolutions concerning other resolutions: 
extension of (69/2)* (69/20)** 

History department response to resolution (75/8) 
concerning Linda DePauw (75/10)* 

Retirement, 

gradual retirement (84/3)** (84/12)* 

mandatory and benefits (65/14)** 
past service benefit income (65/13)* 
special committee on benefits (82/4)**; changes in 
Retirement Benefits (84/8)* 
voluntary optional (70/13)* (72/2)* 

Scholarship, 

committee on, and change of name (72/3)* 
honor, Washington area (74/2)* 

University Awards (79/9)*; to be applied in Exchange 
Programs with Foreign Universities (81/13)* 
Scholarship, Board of Trustees, 

awarded on basis other than financial need (61/Dec 18)* 


transfer students 


( 72/-S)* 

dependents of tenured faculty (61/Dec 18) 
foreign students (68/4)* 
maintenance of (69/11)** (79/1)** 

transfer students (72/4)**; sophomore 
(81/16)* 

Schools and Colleges, 

Columbian College (61/April 14)*; and honors program 
(65/18)* 

School, Graduate, of Arts and Sciences (66/Dec 9)* 
( 66 / 10 )* 

School of Fine Arts, establishment of ( 68/18 )ret 
School of Government and Business Administration (66/3)* 
School of Public and International Affairs (66/3)* 


Senate, Faculty 

agenda and availability to schools (6yOct 18)* 
bylaws, amendment to, in order to provide for discussion 

( 66 / 11 )* 

bylaws, provisional (65/3)* 

bylaws, amendment to encourage continuity in committee 
membership (80/2)* 

bylaws, amendment to meet at least once early during each 
Senate session (80/3)* 

bylaws, amendment to clarify voting requirements for 
matters not on agenda (80/6)* 



Senate, bylaws (cont'd) 


bylaws, amendment to designate September as regular 
meeting time (80/11)* 

bylaws, amendment to dispense with reading of minutes 
(83/5)* 

bylaws, amendment to permit cancellation of regular 
meetings (83/6)* 

bylaws, amendment to re-establish May 1 as beginning/ 
ending date of Senate Sessions and of terms of Senate 
members (80/14)* 

bylaws, amendment to re-name Public Ceremonies Committee 
to Honors and Academic Convocations (85/1)* 
bylaws, amendment to re-name Library Committee to 
Libraries Committee (85/2)* 
bylaws, provisional (65/3)* 
candidates for honorary degrees (66/13A)* 
committees and revision of Senate bylaws (70/6)-; and 
President Elliott's proposal (65/9)* 
committee of, (SEE Committees) 
conflict of interest (78/6)* 

Executive Committee ( SEE Committees ) 
meetings, 

authorization of observers at (66/9)** (68/5)* 

recommendation of student attendance at (65/12)- 
membership policy (66/7)* (66/8)* (66/21)* (67/3)* 

records, preservation of (///2f** 
representation of SGBA and SPIA (66/3)* 
self-study committee (84/10)* 

terms of office and dates of election ( 70/4 ) *passed by 
Assembly 2/9/71; (70/9)*; (80/14)* 
voting privileges of student liaison committee 
(66/April 14)* 

Senior Citizens, audit course program for (78/5)** 

Smoking in classrooms (61/March 10)* (69/7)* 

Student Council Annual Report to the Faculty Senate 
(61/April 14)* 

Student Court, creation of and University peace (69/2)* 
(69/20)** 

Student, 

absenteeism (66/18)** 

academic evaluation of (81/14)** (82/2)* 

communication with faculty, administration and Board of 
Trustees (65/April 9)* 

discipline, academic (67/6)* (70/5A)** (73/4)rec; 

nonacademic and GWU judicial system (70/ 5B)- (70/50 

(71/5)* (74/6)* 

dress code (65/21)** 
government and elections (68/11)** 

grievance procedures for (76/5)** (77/7)** (80/17)** 

(80/18)** 

international students, admission procedures (83/1)* 



student (cont'd) 


Joint Committee of Faculty and Students ( SEE Committees ) 
life, abolishment of committee on (69/6)** 
recruiting of (67/3)* 

rights, protection of (67/7)* relating to academic 
evaluation (82/2)* 

rights, and responsibilities (69/9)** (80/17)** 

(80/18)** 
stipends (76/3)t 

traffic court, establishment of (71/30)* with minor 
acceptable change; undergraduate deficiencies of 
(71/22)* 

undergraduate, enrollment in courses other than those 
offered by the school or college in which registered 


dependents 
(78/2)rfd 

( study) 


(80/10)* 

Tenured faculty, (SEE also Faculty) 

Board of Trustees Scholarships for 
(61/Dec 18)* 

disciplinary actions taicen against 
tenure-accruing (84/17)** 
respect of full-time and early retirement 
(77/11)* 

Theatre, inclusion of in University Center (66/15)* 

Thor Power Tool Company case, requesting Congressional 
Committees to exempt book publishers from Supreme court 
ruling (80/23)* 

Tuition benefits for faculty children (69/13)** 

(80/19 revision)* 

Tuition remission policy (68/12)* 

University assembly, propsal of steering committee (73/10)- 
University bookstore, (SEE Bookstore) 

University calendar 

alteration of (66/20)* (66/25)- (67/11)* (71/2) 

(76/8)- (83/7)*; changes in (84/13)** 

campaign recess (70/1)** 
modified semester plan (70/7)* 

University center, 

establisliment of club in (68/8)* 
theatre (66/15)* 

University Committee on Public Ceremonies, creation of 
(84/11)* 

University gifts and endowments, committee on (65/Nov 12)- 
University peace, 

maintenance of (68/2)* 

creation of student court (69/2)* (69/20)** 

protest on campus (67/4)* 

University professor, establishment of rank of (79/2)** 
Yeshiva (NRLB and Yeshiva University Faculty Association 
vs. Yeshiva University ) (79/8)* 


Faculty Senate Office 
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THE GEORGE WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY 
Washington, D.C. 


The Faculty Senate September 30, 1985 

Paculty Senate will meet on Friday, October 11, 1985, at 
2:10 p.m. , in Lisner Hall 603. 


AGENDA 


1. Call to order 

2 . Approval of the minutes of the regular meeting of 
September 20, 1985 

3. Resolutions: 

A RESOLUTION TO EXTEND THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON 
SENATE SELF-STUDY (GOVERNANCE) (85/5) with accompany- 
ing Special Committee Preliminary Report; Professor 
William B. Griffith, Chair, Executive Committee 
(Resolution 85/5 and Preliminary Report attached) 

4. Introduction of Resolutions 

5. General Business: 

(a) Nomination for appointment by the President of 
Professor Lilien F. Robinson, Chair, Educational 
and Admissions Policy Committee, and Professor 
Sherwin Greene, Executive Committee, to the 
Advisory Committee on Implementation of the 
Report of the Commission for the Year 2000 

(b) Report of the Executive Committee: Professor 

William B. Griffith, Chair 

6. Brief Statements 

7. Adjournment 



Theodore H. Grimm, 
Secretary 




A RESOLUTION TO EXTEND THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON SENATE 
SELF-STUDY (GOVERNANCE) (85/5) 


WHEREAS, The Special Committee has requested an additional 

period of time to solicit responses to its Prelimi- 
nary Report and to prepare formal resolutions; 

NOW, THEREFORE 

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE FACULTY SENATE OF THE GEORGE WASHING- 
TON UNIVERSITY 

That the Special Committee on Senate Self-Study 
(Governance) established by Senate Resolution 84/9 
to report its findings by October, 1985, be con- 
tinued to the end of the 1985-86 Senate Session 
( April , 1986 ) . 


Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate 
September 30, 1985 


PRELIMINARY REPORT OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE OF THE 
FACULTY SENATE TO STUDY THE NATURE AND ROLE OF FACULTY 
PARTICIPATION IN UNIVERSITY GOVERNANCE 
October, 1985 


The Faculty Senate on October 12, 1984, elected this Special 
Corranittee and charged it as follows: 

(a) to study the nature and role of faculty participation 
in University governance; 

(b) to review the activities of the Senate and its standing 
committees over the past 5-7 years, seeking out a wide 
range of views on the strengths and weaknesses of the 
contribution the Senate makes to the University's abil- 
ity to carry out well its educational mission; 

(c) to look ahead to the chief matters of probable concern 
in the next decade; and 

(d) to report its findings to the Faculty Senate by Octo- 
Per, 1985, along with any recommendations for such 
changes in structure, focus, or relationships with 
other bodies, as would strengthen the Senate's capa- 
bility to contribute effectively to the University 
community in the years to come. 

Since January 1, 1985, the Special Coipittee has met^ 

times, distributed five sets of questionnaires, and inter- 
viewed more than 40 faculty and administrators during 

interview sessions. 

Our Committee submits a preliminary report at this time. 

We ask the Senate to receive this report at its October, 
1985, meeting, but to postpone formal consideration of its 
contents until such time as the Faculty will have opportu- 
nity to reflect on, and respond to, our specific recommenda- 
tions. While these recommendations distill what we believe 
is an accurate reading of Faculty opinion (derived from in- 
views and questionnaire-responses), the concrete form which 
they take in this Report will doubtless invite further com- 
ment. If, therefore, the Senate sees fit to extend the life 
of the Committee beyond its October, 1985, deadline, we will 
continue to refine our recommendations in the light of 
Faculty responses until whatever future date the Senate may 
set for formal consideration. 



Summary of Recommendations 

We note at the outset that our inquiry has led us to make 
proposals whose effect on Faculty governance can best be 
described as "centralizing." These proposals look, for 
example, toward a Senate Executive Committee, increased in 
size from five to seven members, that would assume hence- 
forth a major responsibility for directing and implementing 
the Faculty's consultative role in University planning and 
budgeting. In keeping with that responsibility, we also 
foresee the Executive Committee becoming a "committee on 
priorities" in these areas of planning and budgeting. More- 
over, to achieve better coordination of Standing Committee 
activity, we will recommend that members of the Executive 
Committee serve as voting liaison-members of the most active 
of these committees. At the same time, we will propose to 
relieve the Executive body of some of its routine duties 
through its appointment of a Permanent Subcommittee 
on Committees. The latter will also begin at once 
(if our recommendation is accepted) to study the past and 
present activities of the less productive Standing Commit- 
tees with a view to determining whether they should be con- 
tinued. In the interim, we will recommend that the Senate, 
wmie retaining the consultative jurdisdictions specified 
in the names of its Standing Committees, not be obliged to 
activate (some of) these Committees in a given year. To 
complement the proposed enlargement of the Executive Commit- 
tee and to give recognition to the growth of some School 
Faculties, we will also propose that Senate membership be 
expanded from 26 to 31. Finally, we will recommend for 
adoption certain procedures by which the Faculty Senate and 
the Faculty Assembly may carry out its Code -protected right 
to be consulted in the selection of the next President of 
the University. 

These recommendations, along with others of lesser import, 
seek changes that we believe will strengthen the Faculty s 
role in University governance, enhance Faculty participation 
in University affairs, and prepare the Faculty Senate for 
the impending change of University presidents. 
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The Focus of this Report 

Although our Committee has studied the "role of Faculty 
participation in University governance," we do not seek 
to re-define that role. We conclude that the Faculty 
Senate will continue to make recommendations to the 
Administration in all matters of faculty concern, while 
enlarging the consultative roles allotted to various organs 
of Faculty governance by the Faculty Code and by the Faculty 
Organization Plan. We believe that the broad language of 
these documents leaves ample opportunity for the Senate and 
the Assembly to expand their consultative functions as the 
need may arise. We sense no sentiment among the Faculty to 
re-structure any of the fundamental relationships already 
defined. (No longer, for example, is there support for 
putting Faculty members on the Board of Trustees or for ad- 
mitting students to the Faculty Senate.) In sum, we believe 
that whatever new objectives the Faculty may devise, the 
machinery for attaining those objectives is already in 
place. Nor have we felt it necessary to re-state the 
Faculty's well-established commitment to using its gover- 
nance machinery to achieve excellence for the University, 
improve fringe and other benefits, sustain academic freedom, 
and safeguard its consultative role in all matters relating 
to teaching and research. 

Our report focuses on the Faculty Senate because of its cen- 
trality to the structure of faculty governance, even though 
the term "governance" spans a range of faculty participation 
in decision-making that stretches from the contributions of 
tnose who serve on Trustees Committees to those who exercise 
self-governance at departmental level. 

Responses to Questionnaires 

We start with the Faculty's perceptions of the Senate de- 
rived from questionnaires. (See Chart A.) From their 
responses Faculty appear to perceive a Senate that has suc- 
ceeded by cooperation rather than confrontation in es- 
tablishing a fruitful relationship with the Administration. 
The Senate is seen to have performed especially well in 
disposing of Faculty grievances and in sustaining academic 
freedom. Moreover, these perceptions of the Senate's suc- 
cess are informed rather than impressionistic. Chart B in 
the Appendix shows that a large percentage of the faculty 
"usually" read the Senate minutes and/or resolutions, and an 
even larger percentage at least "scan" them. 

When Faculty are asked to specify what should be the Sen- 
ate's primary concern for the future, "faculty development 
and research" top the list. The primacy given to "research" 
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undoubtedly reflects the personal priorities of individuals 
rather than an understanding of the Senate's historic 
rations in this area. That the Senate should concern itself 
more fully with "budget matters" ranks proportionately high- 
Qj- the priorities of those who have had governance ex- 
perience (i.e., served on Senate committees), than with mem- 
pers without such experience, who feel the Senate should 
concentrate on raising salaries. Governance outsiders 
also seem proportionately more concerned with faculty-ad- 
ministration" relations than do insiders. Both groups show 
about the same (high) interest-level in appointments and 
promotions policies. 

The Centrality of "Budgetary" Concerns 

Although other interesting conclusions may be drawn from 
the questionnaire responses, the Self-Study Committee early 
decided that the Faculty's major areas of interest could be 
summed up as "budgetary." If the questionnaires spoke de- 
cisively, they said that the Faculty want more University 
funds diverted in their direction, and expect the Senate to 
work to that end. Specifically, Faculty want more money for 
themselves in the form of higher salaries, for their work in 
the form of increased research funds, and for their depart- 
ments in the form of greater allocations for appointments 
and promotions. 

During interiews the Committee repeatedly asked Faculty how, 
py what means, they felt the Senate could take an effective 
role in budgetary decision-making. The answers we received 
showed neither consensus nor optimism. Indeed, the more ex- 
perienced the interviewee, the more pessimistic the prog- 
nosis. At one point in our inquiry, having heard a variety 
of answers to the question: "Can the Senate have greater 

impact on budgetary decisions?", we sketched out some of the 
alternatives : 


ves; if University priorities for spending are transmitted 
to the Senate for a four or five-year period into 
the future; 

if the Administration were to recognize the Faculty s 
legitimate interest in more matters of budgetary 
import than is now the case; and 
if the Senate can generate its own faculty-oriented 
priorities for expenditures, and win support for 
these priorities. 


if none of the above comes to pass ; 

if Faculty feel they must have a finger in every bud- 
get decision; and 

if Faculty are not consulted before budget decisions 
are made. 



Each area of Faculty budgetary concern--whether for 
salaries, or research, or appointments and promotion-- 
presents different problems. 


The size of annual salary increases, as long as such in- 
creases continue and as long as the percentage-increase 
bears a tenable relationship to the University s revenue 
situation in any given year, seems best left to the Ad- 
ministration to determine. The market conditions that 
duce salary variations among schools and disciplines make it 
unreasonable to believe that the Senate, or any organ there- 
of, can do more than ask for an explanation of the oyer-all 
percentage increase from year to year. Moreover, salary^ 
matters affecting only one school lie outside the Senate s 
jurisdiction.* In this light, the mechanism by which 
the Administration presently consults with the Senate 
Committee on Appointment, Salary and Promotion Policies re- 
specting the annual percentage-increase appears to be satis- 
factory. This is not to suggest, however, that the Senate 
should not seek to enlarge its influence in securing higher 

salaries . 


Although University funding of Faculty research has recently 
doubled, we detect among the Faculty a much greater demand 
for support than is currently being provided. During inter- 
views, we tried to elicit suggestions for enlarging the role 
of the Senate's Standing Committee on Research. One 
proposal (for which there was modest support) urged that 
this Committee be allocated a small amount of money for 'dis- 
tribution to deserving Faculty. Or alternatively, that the 
Committee monitor the fund-granting operations of the Uni- 
versity Committee on Research. On further discussion, we 
round neither proposal desirable. Subsequent interviewees 
made it plain that to have the Senate Committee duplicate 
the fund-distribution work now being done in a highly-pro- 
fessional and generally equitable way by the University 
Committee would be just that: duplication. And to have the 

Senate Committee monitor the University Committee wouj.d 
constitute an unseemly setting of Faculty to watch Faculty. 


We heard various assessments of the usefulness of the Senate 
Committee on Research. Some thought it superfluous as pres- 
ently charged. Others pointed to the modest incentives it 
had given to Faculty research. Between the operations of 
the Office of Sponsored Research (widely-criticized but be- 
yond the Senate's reach) and the widely-accepted operations 
of the University Committee, the Senate Committee's role 
has been and remains small. Faculty expectations of this 
Committee, so often disappointed or scaled down, seem to 

Article III-1-3 of the Faculty Organization Plan restricts 
the Senate to the consideration of "matters of concern or 
interest to more than one college, school, or division. 


X 
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make it a liability to faculty governance. 

We cite the doubts we found directed at the Research Commit- 
tee to illustrate the need for the Senate to undertake a 
thorough-going review of the functions and purposes of 
its Standing Committees. (See subsequent recommenda- 
tions . ) 

LVIeanwhile, we urge that the Executive Committee exert its 
influence at the top of the University structure to increase 
funding for faculty research. The high priority which the 
Faculty assign to obtaining funds for research strongly sug- 
gests that the Executive Committee should lobby diligently 
at the time and place where annual budget decisions origi- 
nate, which is to say, during the summer months--at Rice 
Hall. 

We also urge that the Executive Committee seek to be con- 
sulted more fully and in advance of those planning and bud- 
getary decisions which relate to plant and facilities. The 
Faculty's interest in the University's physical environment, 
especially as projected changes in that environment may af- 
fect the quality of teaching and research, suggests that 
prior consultation in such matters is appropriate. 

To suggest endowing the Executive Committee with primary 
responsibility for budgetary oversight is to raise the 
question of what role, if any, tne Senate Committee on Fis- 
cal Planning and Budgeting should play in the future. The 
latter, in the past, has functioned spasmodically. Some 
members or former members felt that the Fiscal Planning Com- 
mittee had exerted a perceptible influence on University 
budget decisions. Others saw it as having generally failed 
of influence. Our Committee concluded that its performance 
has been uneven, its position often peripheral, and its ef- 
fectiveness weakened by the absence of committee members 
during summer months when major budgetary decisions are 
made . 

The reasons for having the Executive Committee assume the 
responsibilities of the Fiscal Planning and Budgeting Com- 
mittee we found persuasive. The Executive Committee has 
regular, year-round access to those parts of the Adminis- 
tration where budget and planning decisions are made. It 
nas the authority of recognized Faculty leadership. More- 
over, the importance which the Faculty attach to budgetary 
matters dictates that this oversight function be conferred 
on its most visible and powerful organ. We recommend, 
rnerefore, that the Executive Committee assume the functions 
and responsibilities of the Fiscal Planning and Budgeting 
Committee, and that the latter be abolished. 

In making this recommendation, we envision an enhancement, 
as well as a shift in function. The Executive Committee, 
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we believe, should be accorded a wide degree of operational 
independence in its efforts to gain a larger role for Facul~ 
cy in the University's budgetary and planning processes. 

It should, on its own initiative, seek to receive long-term 
pudgetary information on a regular basis, encourage greater 
openness on the part of the Administration, and, if neces- 
sary, boldly represent what it believes to be the Faculty's 
views on planning and budgetary issues which may arise on 
short notice. 

We learned during interviews with Faculty that although the 
Administration may believe that it currently imparts suf- 
ficient budgetary and planning information to the organs of 
Faculty consultation, there is a widespread perception that 
It does not. We sensed among those interviewed a strong 
feeling that the Senate and its Committees need to be able 
to gauge more fully the fiscal impact of resolutions they 
offer. We note, for example, that any responses the Senate 
may make to the Report of the Commission for the Year 2000 
ought to be informed by budgetary implications. Indeed, we 
often heard expressed the view that the Senate should not 
pass any resolution-of -recommendation without understanding 
Its budgetary relationship to other Faculty-related objec- 
tives. Without "cost labels" or .priorities , the Senate 
has no sense of which objectives might be funded first, 
second, third, or not at ail. Thus, in addition to securing 
a regular flow of budgetary information, we recommend that 
the Executive Committee hereafter act as a "committee on 
priorities," generating a scale of faculty preferen ces for 
Planning and budgeting. 

The additional burdens which our recommendations thus far 
envision placing on the Executive Committee will, we be- 
lieve, require enlarging the membership of that Committee. 
Not only will a larger Executive Committee serve to distrib- 
ute these new responsibilities more equitably, but the en- 
largement will also repair a longstanding representational 
defect. The Executive Committee's present membership of 
five has had the effect of excluding from representation 
one, sometimes two, of the ma;]or academic divisional units 
of the University. While some have contended that to in- 
crease the size of the Executive Committee may make it un- 
wieldy or create quorum problems, we are not persuaded that 
a committee of seven would be less wieldy than a committee 
of five; nor, given the excellent record of past attendance, 
that a somewhat larger Executive Committee would lack for a 
quorum of four (now three). We also point out that if our 
subsequent recommendation to enlarge the membership of the 
Senate a whole is adopted, a larger Executive Committee will 
not be disproportionate to the size of the parent body. 
Finally, because we will also recommend much closer ties 
petween members of the Executive Committee and the major 
Standing Committees, we recur to the need to distribute more 
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equitably the burdens of such liaison among a larger commit- 
tee membership. 

In light of the foregoing, therefore, we recom mend that the 
Fixe>cutiv e Committee be enlarged to a memb ership of — seven 
n^rs nns who shall, by the already-est ablished procedure, s_f£r 
nomination and election, represent the Columbia n College of 
Arts and Sciences, the National Law Cen ter, the School of 
RHuc ation and Human Development, the Scho^ of En gineering 
and Applied Science, the School of Med icine and Healtq 
Sc iences, and the School of Government and Business Adminis- 
tr ation and that the seventh seat alte rnate annually 
bet ween Senate representatives of the Sch ool of Public anq 
International Affairs, and the Graduate School of Ar ts_a^ 
Sciences; further, that a quorum consist of fo ur members. 

The desirability of developing a fuller flow of information 
petween the Executive Committee and various Standing Com- 
mittees would appear to be self-evident. Too often the 
Executive Committee learns of the activities of Standing 
Committees at an advanced stage of their discussion. For 
rhe Executive Committee to guide, coordinate, and prevent 
overlap, it needs to know on a more continuing basis what 
is transpiring at the Committee level. We considered 
briefly proposing that members of the Executive Committee 
pe designated to chair the most active Standing Committees. 
On further consideration, however, we concluded that such 
"double-duty” would impose an excessive burden. Believing 
that a voting ex officio relationship wiii suffice to pro- 
mote the necessary flow of information, we rec ommend — that 
members of the Executive Committee, except the Chairman, 
serve as ex officio and voting members of those Standing 
Committees of the Faculty Senate which have produced — the 
greatest number of draft resolutions over the past — ten 
years; to wit, the Committees on Educational P olicy; 
Ap pointment. Salary and Promotion Policie s; Professional 
Ethics and Academic Freedom; Administrati ve Matters — as They 
A ffect the Faculty; and the Joint Committee of Fa culty and 
Students; and as ex officio and voting membe rs of such other. 
Standing Committees as the Executive Com mittee may deem 
appropriate. (See Chart C.) 

Also to facilitate better communication and greater con- 
tinuity within the governance structure, we urge that 
Senate Resolution 77/2 be superseded. This resolution 
calls on outgoing chairs of Senate Committees "to convey 
the 'live' records and correspondence of their committees 
to their successors." This conveyance has apparently oc- 
curred so rarely as to suggest that the Faculty Senate 
Office ought rather to be charged with collecting the 
records and correspondence of outgoing chairs and seeing to 
it that such materials are placed in the hands of their suc- 
cessors. We recommend, therefore, that the Coordinator of 
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Senare Activities secure routinely from all outgo ing chair- 
men of Senate Standing Committees such record s and corre^ 
pondence as may be appropriate to convey to the successor 
chairmen, and to convey these documents there to as soon as 
gQpj_0S have been reproduced for storape in the permanent 
files of the Faculty Senate Office. 

Senate Standing Committees; 

Many whom we interviewed felt that we shcpuld address some 
of the shortcomings in the Senate's committee system. As 
the interview process went forward, we found ourselves try- 
ing to elicit answers to the following questions: 

Does the Senate now have too many Standing Committees? 
( 14 ) 

Should relatively inactive Committees be abolished? 

If so, could the occasional business transacted by 
rhese inactive Committees be consigned to ad hoc 
Committees? 

Should an individual's election to the Senate be bur- 
dened by the likelihood of having to chair a 
Standing Committee? 

Correspondingly, is it necessary or even desirable 
that Committee chairs be selected from among the 
elected members of the Senate? 


As to whether the Senate has too many Standing Committees, 
the answer is probably yes. Chart C in the Appendix to this 
Report ranks the existing Committees in terms of "passed 
resolutions" they have sponsored over the last ten years. 

By this measure, five Committees can be described as "high 
yield," six "medium yield," and four "low yield." (Two 
other low-yield Committees have recently been discontinued. ) 


The sponsorship of successful resolutions, however, is not 
the sole measure of a Committee's usefulness. Because 
some Committees, like that of Student Financial Aid, appear 
zo be engaged in low-profile but nonetheless important 
"operational" activities, we became increasingly reluctant 
to single out any Committee for extinction, except that of 
Fiscal Planning and Budgeting whose function we are recom- 
mending be transferred to the Executive Committee. 

At the same time , we found evidence that some Standing Com- 
mittees may have generated make-work resolutions, perhaps 
ro justify their continuance. Resolutions of appreciation, 
for example, scarcely put to good use the faculty time re- 
quired to call a meeting into session. In a more general 


way, we concluded that the Senate's reputation was not en- 
nanced by the continuance of Committees perceived to be dor- 
mant . 

Our information about these medium- and low-yield Committees 
remains fragmentary and largely based on hearsay. Nor is 
the documentary trail they have left conclusive as to their 
worth. Short of undertaking a full-scale study of each of 
these Committees, for which we have neither the time nor the 
resources if we are to meet the Senate's deadline for our 
Report, we urge that each of these medium- and low-yield 
Committees be examined for its past record of accomplish- 
ment, the potential of its charge, and its prospects for the 

future . 

This examination of Standing Committees, we believe, should 
oe assigned to a new Permanent Subcommittee on Committees, 
v/nicn should also be charged to assist the Executive Commit 
tee in its annual presentation of nominees for election to 
Standing Committees. (We note, parenthetically, that the 
Executive Committee has always served as the Senate's com- 
mittee on committees, its members spending many hours making 
up lists of nominees for committee membership from the names 
of Faculty who volunteer. Such activity, we believe, has 
diverted the Executive Committee from more important busi- 
ness. Moreover, the enlarged role for the Executive Com- 
mittee which the recommendations of our Report envisions 
suggests that it be relieved of the routine aspects of 
this burden. ) 

To accomplish both of these ends, wo re commend that 

the Executive Committee appoint a Permanent Subcommittee on 
Committees, not necessarily from its own membe rship, whose 
function shall be; 

(a) to begin at once to review the purposes, accomplish- 
ments, and utility of those Standing Committees per- 
c0ived to have been of low- or medium-yield in their 
contributions to Faculty governance; to show cause at 

rhe Senate meeting of ^ as to why 

and under what new charter, if necessary, certain 
Committees should be continued or , alternatively , dis- 
continued; and to maintain a continuous review there- 
after of the desirability of retaining any Standing 
Committee which the Permanent Subcommittee believes 
has lost its utility; and 

(b) to assist the Executive Committee in preparing lists of 
nominees for election to membership on Standing Commit 
tees of the Faculty Senate. 
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(We leave open, at this time, the question of how much of 
the language of the foregoing charge ought to be written in- 
to the Faculty Organization Plan . ) 

To accord the Senate flexibility in the reform of its Com- 
mittee system, we also recommend that the Senate Bylaws be 
amended in such a wav as to retain intact the Faculty's 
right to be consulted in those areas of University 
governance which are designated by the names of 
Senate Standing Committees while permitting the Senate the 
option, from year to year, of activating these Committees, 
or allowing them to be dormant. 

Special Committees and Committee Chairmanships 

Our Committee discussed at great length the merits of what 
we came to call "adhockery." We found that a good argument 
could be made for coupling a reduction in the number of 
Standing Committees with a change in the Faculty Organiza - 
tion Plan that would encourage the Senate to make more fre- 
quent use of special, or ad hoc , committees. Thus, if an 
issue arose that required intensive study, the Senate might 
assign it to a committee of Faculty selected for their ex- 
pertise and get a better result than if that issue were 
handed either to one of the already-overloaded Committees 
(like ASPP, PEAF, or Educational Policy), or to a Committee 
that was nearly moribund. But because the Senate already 
practices such expedients, we saw no need to foster them by 
recommending changes in the Faculty Organization Plan . 

We also pass along the warning, often heard, that to place 
POO great a reliance on Special Committees might lessen the 
prestige of existing Standing Committees. We do note, how- 
ever, that if certain traditional areas of Faculty interest 
are left uncovered by the discontinuance of low-yield Stand- 
ing Committee, the election of Special Committees may be- 
come a more frequent means of bridging the gaps. 

The interlocking nature of our recommendations is perhaps 
pest illustrated by the issues we encountered when we ap- 
proached the question: Should an individual's election to 

the Senate be burdened by the likelihood of having to chair 
a Standing Committee? 

A Senate whose 26 members are expected to chair 14 Commit- 
tees (recently 16) presents a prospect of chairing duties 
which, we felt, may have deterred some Faculty from standing 
for election. Moreover, the difficulties of matching newly- 
elected Senate members with the Committee chairmanships they 
wanted, or were fitted for, or were not already held by an 
incumbent, suggested that the Senate might be encouraged to 
reach outside its elected membership for chairs whose ex- 
perience and expertise would better fit the ieadership 
needs of its rather specialized Committees. 
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Although we found considerable support for the selection of 
Non-Senate-Member Chairmen, we were ultimately persuaded 
that we should not — indeed, need not recommend such inno 
vation. Should not, because a Committee Chair who is not a 
member of the Senate clearly has neither the credentials nor 
kinds of access to Senate machinery that an elected member 
enioys and is able to make effective. Need not, because the 
weeding-out of low-yield Committees that we anticipate will 
mean fewer chairmanships; and because the enlargement of the 
senate's over-all membership (see recommendation to follow) 
will proportionately reduce an individual member's liability 
for chairing a Committee. Moreover, that the Senate already 
resorts on occasion to the election of "acting chairmen 
from outside its membership would seem to make this a non- 
issue . 

. Senate Size and Distribution of Seats 

Arguments for enlarging the membership of the Faculty Senate 
tend to be practical or political rather than compelling. 
They have to do, as already noted, with keeping the size of 
an enlarged Executive Committee commensurate with the size 
of the parent body, and with reducing proportionately the 
individual member's liability for a Committee chairmanship. 
Of major consideration, however, is the perceived need to 
reallocate Senate seats to reflect changes in the relative 
sizes of Faculty populations over the past 20 years. We 
early agreed that to reassign seats within the present total 
of 26 would result in a numerical loss of representation 
that might be harder for some Faculties to accept than would 
pe the percentage loss of representation that would result 
from simply adding seats for schools that have grown in 
Faculty. Our proposal, then, envisions adding seats for 
some School faculties but not reducing the number of seats 
for any of them. 

To put Senate representation more nearly in line with size 
of Faculty inevitably calls attention to the anomalous 
position of the School of Medicine and Health Sciences. 

The Medical Faculty have always greatly outnumbered those 
of other schools (presently about 500). Just as in the past 
it has not been felt necessary to accord Senate seats to the 
Medical Faculty proportionate to their numbers, the enlarge- 
nfi 0 nt we propose retains only nominal representation 
(3 seats) for that Faculty. The reality that the Medical 
Faculty have their own Senate, and that they tend to con- 
duct an academic operation which is often excepted from. 
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rather than included in, the policy recommendations of the 
Faculty Senate indicates that what has been a token repre- 
sentation in the past need not be changed.* 

Chart D in the Appendix of this Report offers statistical 
support for the manner in which we propose Senate member- 
ship be enlarged. Accordingly, we recommend that the mem- 
bership of the Faculty Senate be increased by the addition 
of two seats each for the Columbian College of Arts and 
Sciences , and the School of Government and Business Admin- 
istration. and bv the addition of one seat for the Scnool 
of Engineering and Applied Science. 

This recommendation, if acted upon, would raise Senate mem- 
bership from 26 to 31. With the exception of Columbian 
College, which remains under-represented, the number of 
Senate representatives we propose for each divisional unit 
very nearly corresponds to that unit's percentage of the 
total Faculty (not including that of the Medical School): 

CCAS : 303 faculty or 53% of total faculty; 11 seats or 34% 

of Senate seats 

SGBA: 97 faculty or 17% of total faculty; 5 seats or 16% 

of Senate seats 

SEHD: 51 faculty or 9% of total faculty; 3 seats or 9% 

of Senate seats 

SEAS: 72 faculty or 13% of total faculty; 4 seats or 13% 

of Senate seats 

NLC: 47 faculty or 8% of total faculty; 3 seats or 9% 

of Senate seats 

We note that the single seats already assigned to the School 
of Public and International Affairs and to the Graduate 
School of Arts and Sciences are usually held by persons who 
are also members of Columbian College departments. Although 
these persons represent separate and discrete constituent 
interests, their Columbian College affiliation would seem 
to ameliorate that School's under-representation. 


" Although such quantitative components as student enroll- 
ments and numbers of part-time Faculty might have been 
counted in the re-allocation of Senate seats, we felt that 
using the numbers of fulltime Faculty as a data base more 
nearly conformed to the traditions of University governance. 
In addition, our recommendation to enlarge Senate membership 
jfetains the tradition of having the status of an established 
principle, that no Faculty should occupy a majority of seats 
in that body. 



Continuity vs. "New Blood" in Senate Membership 


Bv a three-to-one majority Faculty who returned question- 
naires felt that a limit of two consecutive terms should be 
placed on an individual's election to the Senate. What this 
majority supported, in effect, was to return to the limi- 
tation that was abandoned in 1976. Then as now, the ratio- 
nale for a two-term limit (four years in all) is to en- 
courage more Faculty to participate in University governance 
or, conversely, to discourage the election of the same per- 
sons year after year . 

Our follow-up interviews revealed how mistalcen our Committee 
might have been to have based a recommendation on question- 
naire-responses alone. The point was made in interviews 
that various Faculties view Senate service quite differ- 
ently. Whereas some Faculties might see positive merit in 
limiting re-election, others find it difficult to persuade 
colleagues to serve or are content to re-elect those whose 
past service has proved satisfactory. To accommodate these 
differing perceptions, we concluded that any limitation on 
the number of consecutive terms an individual might serve 
in the Senate should be left to "local option." We recom- 
mend. therefore, that Article III , of the Faculty Organ_^ 
zatio n Plan be amended to allow the s e veral Faculties the 
option of placing restrictions on the n umber of consecutiy _e 
terms to which their Senate represe ntatives might M 
elected. 


Respectfully submitted. 

Professor Peter P. Hill, Chairman 

Special Committee on 

Senate Self-Study (Governance) 


Committee Members ; 

Marie M. Cassidy, Professor of Physiology 
Edward Della Torre, Professor of Engineering 
Lilien F. Robinson, Professor of Art 
David J. Sharpe, Professor of Law 

Christopher W. Sten, Associate Professor of English 
Edwin L. Stevens, Professor Emeritus of Speech 


CHAnT A 


Showing the responses of 99 -faculty to an "issues" questionnaire 
(This questionnaire was sent to the 300 faculty 
who have served on Committees of the Faculty 
Senate during the past ten years.) 


Fut ure issues most requiring senate attention 
faculty devel. & rsch: 


faculty grievances 


budget matters 


academic freedom 


faculty salaries 


faculty appmnts. & promo tns 


stu. discip. & acad. stndrdJ 


fac. rel. with admin 


teaching load policies 


unionization: 








Past issues best served by genate 


faculty devel. & research 


faculty grievances 


budget matters 


academic freedom 


faculty salaries 


faculty appmts. & promotns 


stu. discip. & acad. stndrds 


fac. rel with admin 


Past issues least well served by Senate 


faculty deyel. & rsch 


faculty grievances: 


budget matters 


academic freedom 


faculty salaries 


faculty apptmts. & promotns. 


stu. discip. & acad. stndrds: 


fac. rel. with admin 


teaching load policies 




lifc-i 































CHART B 


Showing the responses of 324 faculty to a questionnaire 
(This questionnaire was sent to the 420 faculty 
who have not participated in Senate governance 
during the past ten years.) 


Future issues most requiring Senate attention 

faculty devel. & rsch; 

faculty grievances: 

budget matters; 

academic freedom: 


faculty salaries: 


faculty appmnts. & promotns.; 
stu. dlscip. & acad. stndrds: 

fac. rel. with admin.: 

teaching load policies: 

unionization: 



For issues affecting faculty, which source is mos t informative? 

The Hatchet: 

Senate Minutes: 


Assembly Minutes: 


The Monday Report: 


memos from chairman: 


memos from dean: 


other: 





The Senate deals with important faculty issues: 

almost always: 

usually: 

sometimes : 

seldom: 

"Reading" of Senate Minutes, charac 

always read thoroughly: 

almost always read thoroughly: 
usually read only Resolutions 

usually scan quickly: 

seldom or never read: 

other: 




Chart C 

Passed ^solutions of Senate Standing Committee Origin 


197U-198 

























Chart D 



Size 

of Faculties and 

Senate Representation 



Ntunber of 
Faculty 

% of total Fac. 
exclusive of 
Med. School 

Present level 
of Senate 
Representation 

Proposed Level 
of Senate 
Repre sent at ion 

CCAS 

303 

S3% 

9 (3S%) 

11 (3W) 

SGBA 

97 

17% 

3 (11.5^) 

5 (16%) 

SEHD 

SI 

9% 

3 (11.5^) 

3 (9%) 

SEAS 

72 

13% 

3 (11. 5^) 

U (13^) 

NLC 

(law) U7 

8% 

3 (11.5^) 

3 (9%) 

SMHC 

(med) 500 

- 

3 (11.5^) 

3 (token) (9%) 

SPIA (negligible) 

- 

1 (W) 

1 (token) ( 3 ^) 

GSAS 

(negligible) 


1- (h%) 

1 (token) ( 3 %) 



26 (looi) 

31 aoo^) 



